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ABSTRACT

The Montgomery County (Maryland) Public Schools

(MCPS) prov1de English language instruction to approximately 3,800
students with limited English proficiency. This report represents
results of an evaluation of the English for Speakers of Other
Languages (ESOL)/Bilingual services offered during 1981-82., The first
phase focuses on the entry/exit testing process, and was designed to
. evaluate the 1nd1v1dqa1 instruments used for testing as well as the
entry/exit testing process in general. The entry assessment battery
utilized consistéd of three instruments: the Language Assessment

Scale (LAS),

the Minimum English Competency Test (MEC),

and the Entry

Teacher Evaluat1on interview. The exit battery con51sted of a
parallel form of the MEC, the LAS, and the Exit Teacher Evaluation.
Major objectives of the evaluat1on were to determine: (1) the
validity of the MEC as an entry/exit assessment of students' English

proficiency;

(2) whether parts of the battery are redundant; and (3)

the reliability and validity of the overall testing process. It was

found that:

(1) test scores on the MEC and the nationally validated

LAS are similar, suggesting that the MEC is a valid measure of
English skills for Hispanic students in MCPS; (2) MEC scores
successfully correlate with classroom performance; (3) the time
required to administer the LAS is probably not justified, given its
redundancy; and (4) regardless of their scores on the MEC, Asian

. students receive higher scores on’the Exit Teacher Evaluat1on and are -
often mainstreamed with less proficiency than Hispanics. These
findings led to the formulation of several recommendat1ons to 1mprove
measurement validity and reliability. (GC)
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MCPS  provides English  language - instruction to students whose - English

'EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

- " EVALUATION OF THE ESOL/BILINGUAL PROGRAM:
VALIDATION AND RELIABILITY OF THE ASSESSMENT MEASURES

BACKGROUND

proficiency is too limited -for them to functiom effectively in regular
classes. Approximately .3, 800 students, most of whom aré foreign born, receive .
such instruction each year. " Students of limiCed/ﬁnglish language proficiency
receive langudge instruction'in English for ‘Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL)
and/or bilingual classes under the direction of the ESOL/Bilingual Division.

ESOL/Bilingual services are intended to prepare students to function with
little or no supplemental English language instruction in regular MCPS
classes. It is an intensive program of services that ~is, expected to be of

limited duration for any individual student. Normally, @ student with limited (

" English language skills will be enrolled in ESOL/Bilingual classes upon entry

into MCPS, receive ESOL/Bilingual seryices in addition to other #tnstructional
services until he/she reaches exit-level English language prdficiency, and

will subsequently move into a regular ° MCPS instructional program.
ESOL/Bilingual services are offered at levels ranging from beginning to )
advanced, depending on students' English language proficiency. A formal | ’
testing process (referred to as 'entry/exit testing") has been used to
determine students' initial placement in the ESOL/Bilingual program and to
evalyate students' readiness for departure fron the ESOL/Bilingual program.

‘ -
»

At the request of the ESOL/Bilingual Division, the Department of Educational
Accountability = (DEA) began dn evaluation of ESOL/Bilingual services during the

1981-82 school year. The first phase of this study, focusing on ~the

entry/exit . testing process, was designed to evaluate the individual .
instruments used for testing, as well. as the overall entry/exit testing
procdss. This report presents” the results of this evaluation. The second

phase of the evaluation, an evaluation of ESOL/Bilingual service delivery and
follow-up on program graduates, is being initiated during the 1982-83 school.
year. ‘ , : .

THE ENTRY/EXIT TESTING PROCESS : - .
when gtudents of linited English proficiency enter MCPS, they are °tested with
a, battery of instruments designed to measure their English language skills,
Performance on the assessment battery determines  whether and at what level
they  are -.placed in ESOL/Bilingual classes;. ‘Students are moved from
ESOL/Bilingual classes into a ''mainstream' MCPS _instructional program when
they attain the exit-level criterion score on a similar: assessment battery.

Whereas the timing of students' entry casting is predetermined (upon' _initial
entry into MCPS), students may be exit tested ,at any .point when their
teacher/s) or parents request it to- determine their readiness for program'
axit. . '

+

. A . . , .
" . : . ) . ¢
l. For Grades .1-6, there are three levels of proficiency from beginning to: .
. advanced; Ior Grades 7-12, ‘there are five levels of proficiency. . '

?

4




THE ESOL TESTS - ' .

Exhibit 1 describes the instruments used for entry/exit testing. The entry
asgessment battery consists of three instruments: the .Language Assessment
Scale (LAS), the Minimum English Competency Test (MEC), and the Entry Teacher

- Eyaluation.

I r

The LAS 1s a commercial test that was nationally standardized on Hispanic
students. It assesses receptive and expressive oral language skills and 1is

individually  administered. The MEC was developed by MCPS ESOL program staff

to assess listening, speaking, réhding. and writing skills. The MEC 1is

generall@ individually administered,” although parts of it may be group

administered.

L3
"

Finally, the Entry Teacher Evaluation, an interview individually administered
by the 'ESOL teacher, assesses students' English language pronunciation,
grammar, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehénsion. The Entry Teacher Evaluation
was developed by MCPS: ‘ -
gcudencs' .subtest scores on each instrument are weighted gnd combined into a
single total entry score, which provides the basis for' 'determining initial
ESOL/Bilingual placement. Appendi A provides more detail on the: test
instruments and scoring pspcedures. 3 - :
The exit assessment battery also consists of three instruments: a parallel
form of the MEC, the LAS (a parallel form does not exist), and the Exit
Teacher Evaluation. The Exit Teacher Evaluation differs from the entry fomm
in that _it looks not only at communication skills but also places a good deal
of emphasis on students' <classroom: performance. Scores - from -the separate
ipstruments are weighted to provide a single total exit score, which is then
compared to a preestablished exit-level «criterion to determine students'
readiness for -departure from the ESOL/Bilingual program. The Exit Teacher
Evaluation is usually completed by non~ESOL teachers.

- . -

STUDY OB.JECTIVES ' /

-

The entry/exit testing process evaluation has three major objectives:

o. To determine the validity of the MEC 4s an entrv/exit assessment of
. . students' English language proficiencv. The MEC, wunlike the LAS,
has not beer validated on a large sample of students with limited
. English language proficiency.

1 o To .determine whether parts of the assessment battery are redundant.
Elimination of rédundancy would result in a more streamlined testing
process without loss of validity. More specifically, the question 1is

whether the LAS, which {35 extremely time-consuming to administer,

could be removed from the tes:ting batterv.

) To determine the reliabilitv and validity of the overall entry/exit

testing orocess. Overall periormance determines the placement of
students and the services 'received., I1f the cverall assessment

hactery 1s nct valid, placement decisions are likelv to be suspect
and the resultant services received of questionable appropriateness.

. .9
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and Exit,
skills ave included {n total score computation,

skills are not included In totdl score computation.

EXHIBLT 1

ESOL Entry and Exit Test lnstruments

T

oo _N-_“-—w--’l;urvcntng'v Adminis- Grade- Form . Form
of Score at tration Levels Used at Used at
T Skills Ausessed Enthy Exit Type Assessed Entry Exit
Minimal sound pairs, 10 10 Individual K-6 _ A,B(_a) A.B(n)
lexical, phoncmes, . o 1-12 ;
comprehension, oral ‘ - ’ -
product ion
Listening, spgeaking 60 50 Individual K-2 TOA B
. A or group

Listening, speaking, individual 3-6

. reading, writiog or group 7-8

: 9-12
~ '

Pronunciation g 30 NA Individual K-12 . - NA
prammar, vocabulary, (structured
fMucncy, comprehiension futerview)
Rate ol learning, NA 40 Individual K-12 NA -
academic performance, (teacher .
work/study habits and checklisr)
mot ivation, complefe- (b)
ness and timelinees
ol work, class parti- .- .
cipation
Ability to ummmulgmu\ NA 0
with the teacher,
ability to ¢compfinicate
with pecrs, r's
prediction ot > (¢)
student's 1 jMclihood” .
of succeess school -
wilhout t SOL/ .

Bllingual

Some teachers use Form A for

and some use Form B, - .

-
’




SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The study found that the individual components of the encry/gxic testing
process differed 1in reliability and validity and were to some extent
redundant. The gpecific findings are discussed in the following

: Analyses comparing pertormance on the MEC and LAS indicate that, 1in
general, test ,scores on the two. measures are similar. Sinte the LAS
is a nacionally standardized and validated measure for Hispanic
» students, this suggests that the MEC may.be considered to be & valid
measure of English language skills for the MCPS Hispanic students.

4 l °

0 Additional analyses relating MEC scQres to classroom performance and
to the performance of native glish speakers provide further
. evidence that the MEC is a valid megsure of English proficiency. = The
data show that the test differentfates appropriately between students
of different instructional levels <from all language grpups and
measures-skills possessed by the native English speaker. )
. e ,

o) Considerable time is devoted to the administration of the LAS, which
must be given to students individually. However, students' scores on
the LAS comprise only .10 percent of their total scores on the
entrv/exit assessment bagtery. The MEC, which takes less time ¢to
administer than the []AS, has been found to be a valid measure of
students' oral and wriften English language skills and provides data
similar to that of ¢t LAS. § ‘

1 ‘

o The study . found /gba' regardless of performance on the MEC, Asian
students receiveduﬁigher scores than Hispanic ’studeats on the Exit
Teacher Eval Jagﬁon and Yecause of this were sometimes exited from the
program with 19g§ pror‘ciency in the English language. This 1is

‘ . primarily bec#use the score on the exit instrumenty which makes up 40

nercent of thé total exit score, refleccs in large part classroom

teachers’ 4%3esswents of student performance in non-”gbL subjects.

This findiﬂg raises questions regarding both the goals of the ESOL

program dnd the degree to which the Exit Teacher Evaluation validly.
assesses, studeénts' readiness COAfunccion in the mainstrkam. .

0 The t#liabilicy cof the teacher evaluaticns 1s at present untested.
Yoweger, the lack of writzten objective criteria for their scoring

es questions concerning their use.

. - .

Tre rellapility and validity of the overall erfry/exit frocess 1is Qquestioned

b ra. perspectives.

o

First, since the teacher evaluations make up 30 percent of the entry

s )
e i /C” and 40 percent of the exit score, problams with them strongly affect
\V//f" i the validity of the ovarall testing process. o
s ,
o Seazond, some <ceachers had a disproportionately large '1umbm:“,(,-mf.'~ -
‘ ,‘ . students with total scores of ©. This suggests thac at least gdme _of
[’ the teachers are not implementing the assessment process *at entry but
74 . rather are simply assigning a 0O to> students and placing them in <the
i lowest level of prorficiency.

¢
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) -Third, the standard errors of the tests are large (10 to 13 points
at entry, 6 to 7 at exit) relative to the range of scores associated
with placement in different instructional proficiency levels. This
problem is especially severe at the secondary level where a standard
error - of this magnitude could alter a student's placement by as much
as two levels in either direction. p

) Fourth, for a variety of reasons, including the complexi of the
weighting procedure, the need to combine scores from tle subtests,
and the difficulty of scoring the LAS;, computationdl /errors were
found 1in over 30 percent of the scores. In a number of cases, these
errors led to students being placed in an 4instfuctional level
different from that actually indicated by their score

- .

PROGRESS TO DATE /
o
\ .
As a result of informal sharing of the study resufcs with ESOL program
managers, the following changes have already taken place in the ESOL testing

program: : : \\\

0 The LAS has been eliminated from entry and exit cng{gi, resulting
in a time savings of approximately 1,500 student hours. and 1,500
staff hours ror the 1982-83 academic year alone. ‘

R -

o} A testing team has been formulated by-che ESOL office to te all
entering and exiting £SOL students. Prior to the 1982-83 school
vear, - this team approach was tried on a pilot basis. Results of thi

evaluation helped justify the need for the team for the overall ©

testing process. The use of the te2m will eliminate much of the
congerns associated with. inconsistent test administration and scoring
as well as free more teacher and aide time for iqscruction.-

o The Teacher Evaluaticns now contributle 30 percent of the total
tattery scoréds, and tnhe MEC 70 percent. TBhus, the total score is .now
based to a larger extent on an instrument that is valid at least for
MCPS ZSOL populaction.

o} Discussions nave already begun among ESOL* staff at all ranks
concerning the discrepancy 1in performance of Hispanic and Asian
studeats cn the Exit Teacher Evaluations completed by classroom
teachers. Plans are being made by ' both program and DEA sca%f to
follow up 2n this finding. '

-~

RECOMMENDATIONS
The adove steps provide tangible solutions te many of the coIE\(:z raised 1in
this report. The following recommendations address the remaining“soncerns:
2 The EZuxit¢ Teacher Evaluation .process neceds further examinaticn. As

it stands, 30 percent of the student's exit score 1is based on
considerarions not directly related te English language proficiency.
The zhilosophical issue of whether c¢lassroom performance can or
should cverride ™a student's opportunicy o Ye mainstreamed {rom a
languag? progras must be addressed. And, 1f it i3 decided that this

s,

-
! 8
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performance is an important criterion ‘for leaving -the ESOL program,
the services provided to students need to be éxamined to assess their
adequacy in this area. .
A controlled reliability analysis is suggested for what remains of
the entry and exit batteries. 'Included in this analysis would be an
examination of the teacher evalpation instruments in light of their
objectivity and appropriateness Yor the purposes for which they are
used, a complete item analysis of the MEC with a view towards -
possible elimination of some items, and a Kasch calibration of items
across grade and language proficiency levels.

Every effort should be made to furcheg'reduce the measurement error
associated with the entry and exit batteries. _As a short-term
solution, reduction of the number of ESOL working. fevels 1n Grades
7-12 from five levels to three, "thereby widening the range of scores
in eath level, would dffset the problem of unreliability of placement
of students 1in the levels.  Furthermore, since staff report that
combination classes are now frequently used because there are not

- erough students at a single level to constitute an entire class, this

reduecion in the number of levels would serve a practical purpose as-
well, ' :

-_=
&S0
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- EVALUATION- OF THE ESOL/BILINGUAL PROGRAM: ,
IR . VALIDATION AND RELIABILITY-OF THE ASSESSMENT MEASURES :

C e e # . BACKGROUND ' | ;

° MCPS provides English language instruction to students .whose English
proficiency is.  too limited for them to function effeccively ™M regular
classes. Approximately 3,800 students,. most of whom are foreign born, receive
such- instruction each year. Students of limited-English -‘language proficiency

© 7 .megeive language instruction' in English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL)
R and/or bilingual. classes under the direction of the ESOL/Bilingual Division.

ESOL/Bilingual services are intended to prepare - students to function with -
' . .little  or no supplemental English ladguage instruction in vregular MCPS
classes. 'It is an intensive program of services that 1is ' expected to of
.« limited duration for.any individual student. Normally, a student with limi:ed
Kz English - language skills will be enrolled in ESOL/Bilingual classes upon_ entry "
- into MCPS, receive- ESOL/Bilingual sefvices in addition to, other instructional
services uncil he/she reaches exit-level Engllsh language proficiency, and
will | subsequencly move = into a _regular MCPS, instructional program. -
ESOL/Bilingual services are. offered, at .levels ranging from )eginning to
advanced, depending “on, students'’ English " language proficiency. A ‘formal
.testing process (referred to as ‘'entry/exit testing") has been used to
. determipe’ students' {nitial placement ‘in the ESOL/Bflingual program and to .
.~ evaluate SCudencs readiness for deparcure frof the ESOL/Bilingual program : -
- A .
At the reqbesc of the ESOL/Billngual Division, che Department of Educational
Accountability.. (DEA)- began an-evalyation of ESOL/Bilingual services during the
© 1981-82 school year. The first -phase of this study, focusing on the
‘ '1 entry/exit testing : process, "“.was designed to evaluate the individual
- * instrumencs used for. Cesting,o as well as the* overall entry/exic testing
procesg. This report presents the results of this evaluacion The second’
phase of “the evaluation, an evaluation of ESOL/Bilingual service delivery and
follow~up ‘on program graduates, is being initiated during the 1982-83 school * .| _
~ year, ; . : ,

L

' THE ENTRY/EXIT TESTING PROCESS .

* When students of limited English proficiency enter MCPS, they are tested with

. a battery of instruments . designed to measure their English language skills.
Performance on the assessment battery determines  whether and at -what level
they are  placed . in ESOL/Bilingual classes. Students are moved from
ESCL/Bilingual classes into a "mainstream" MCPS instructional program when
-hey attain the exit-level criterion score on a similar assessment battery.
Whereas the timing of students’ entry testing is predetermined (upon initial.
entry intd’ MCPS), students may be exit tested - at any point when their’
teacher(s) or. parencs requesc it to determine their readiness for program
exit, ‘ : : e . :

A Y
L]

A

L. For Grades 1-6, ‘there are three levels of proficiency from 5eginning to
advanced; for Gradeg 7-12, there are five levels of proficiencv :

s

.
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THE ESOL TESTS | |
. f - . . .

Exhibit 1 describes the 'instruments used for éntry/exit testing. ‘The ‘entry
assessment _battery cqnsists of" three instruments: the Ldnguage Assessment

‘Scale- (LAS), the Minimum English Competency Test (MEC), and the Entry Teacher

Evaluation. .

The LAS 1is 4 commercial test that was nationally standardized on Hispanic

students. It assesses receptive and expressive oral language skills “and is
individually administered. The MEC was developed by MCPS ESOL program staff

to assess listening, speaking; reading, and writing skills. The MEC 1is

generally individually administered, although parts of it may be group

‘administered. .

.

- Finally, the Entry Teacher Evaluation, an interview individually administered

by the ESOL teacher, assesses students'’ English language pronumciation,
grammar, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension. The Entry Teacher Evaluation
was -developed by MCPS. . .
% r .

Students' ® subtest scores on each instrument are weighted and combined into a
single tdtal entry score, which provides the basis for determining- initial
ESOL/Bilingual placement. Appendix A provides more detail on the test
instruments and scoring procedures. : -

-

| .

The exit assessment batterv also consfsks of three instruments: a parallel
form of the MEC, the LAS (a~ parallel £form does not exist), and the Exit
Teacher Evaluation. The Exit Teacher Evaluation differs from the entry £form
in cthat it looks not only, at cormunication skills but also places a good deal,
nf emphasis on students' <classroom performance. Scores from the separate
insiruments are weighted ¢to provide a2 single total exit score, which 1is then

compared to a° preestablished ‘exit-level criterion to determine students'’

- readiness for -departure from the ESOL/Bilingual program. The Exit Teacher

Evaluation is usually completed by non-ESOL cefchers.

.
e

ST”DY OBJECTIVES ‘

The entry/exit testing process evaluation has three major objectives:

o] To decarmine the validity of the MEC as an entrv/exit assessment of
students’' Enzlish language proficiencv. The MEC, unliike the LAS,

has. not teen validated on ‘a'large sample of students with limited
English language proficiency. .
. 4
o To-datarmine whethar parts of the assessment batterv are redundant.
tlimination of redundancy would result in a more streamlined testing
process withcut Loss of validity. More specifically, the question 1is
whether the LaS, which 1s @extremely time-consuming to administer,
could te removed {rom the tgsting dattery.

o - To determina the reliability and validitv of the overall entrv/exit
tresting process. Overall performance determined che. placement of
students and the services received. If the overall assessment

battery 1is not valid, placement decisions are.likely to be suspect
and the resultantf services received of questionable appropriateness. -

-

'
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EXUIBIT 1 .

ESOL. Entry and Exit Test Instruments

skills are ndot included 1n total, score computation.: ot ‘

18 )
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Percentage Adminis- . Grade Fornm * - Form
of Score at tration Levels Used at Used at
__Skitls Assessced Entry Exit y Type Assessed Entry Exit
’ Minlmal soand pairs, 10 10 Individual K-6 {\,B(a) A,B(a) -
Texical, phoucmes, ' 7-12 -’
. comprehension, oral . .
product ion . . ‘ ,
Listening, speaking Y 60 50 Individual  +K-2 A B
: or group
Listening, speaking, Individual 3-6 ! .
veading, writing ' or group 7-8
: 9:-12 , *
. \ »
Pronunciatlon, « - 30  "MA Ind1ividual K-12 -
Y pramdar, vocabulaty, - Structured \
luency, cbmprehension interview) )
: ¢
Rate "ot learning, .\ NA 40 Individual K-12 NA -
academic perlormange, (teacher
work/scudy hables and checklist) .
motivation, complete~ ) (b) ‘ .
ness and tlmelioess
of wotk, ®lass parti- ve - .
("il).ll ton < J - . v ) - .
Ability (o communicate Y NA 0 ) .
with the teacher, - ,
abklity to commumicate . .t ..
o with peers, teacher's
predictlon of the ’(c) ’ - " LT
stadent's tikelfhood ’ . .
ol success in school . -
without further ESOL/ | '
Billugual services J
two forms exist, they are not parallel, Some tcachers use Form A for
and Exit, and some use Form B,
Lkills arce included “in total score computation, -
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

#

The stuay found that the individual components of the entry/exit testing

process

differed: in reliability and. validity and were to some extent

redundant. The specific findings are ‘discussed in the following:

o]

-1

o]

0

]

-

Analyses comparing performance on the MEC and LAS 4indiaate that, 1in
general, test scores on the two measures are similar. .Since the LAS
‘is a nationally standardized and validated measure ‘for Hispanic
Students, this suggests that the MEC may be considered to. be.a valid
measure of English language skills for‘the MCPS Hispanic students.

"Additional analyses relating MEC scores to classroom performance and

to  the performance of native English speakers provide’ further -

evidénce that the MEC is 4 valid measure of English'proficiency. The
data show that the test differentiates appropriately between students
"of different instructional levels: from all language grbupﬁ and

- measures skills possessed by the native English speaker.

»

Considerafle time 1is devoted to the administration of the LAS, which
must be given to students individually, However, students' scores on
the LAS comprise only 10 percent af their total scores on the
eptry/exit assessment battery. The MEC, which takes 1lesg time to
administer than the LAS, has been found to be a valid measure of
students' oral and written English language skills and provides "data
similar to that of the LAS. - ‘ '

-

oo \
The study found that regardless of performance on the MEC, Asian
students received higher scores than Hispanic gstudents on the Exit.

“Yeacher Zvaluation apd because of this were sometimes exited from the
program with less proficiency in the English language. This is
primarily. because the score on the exit instrument, which makes up 40
percent of the tetal exit score, reflects in large part classroom
teachers' assessmeénts of studen? performance 1in non~ESOL ‘subjects.
This finding raises questions regarding both the- goals of the ESOL
prograz gnd the degree to which the Exit Teacher Evaluation validly
33525323 %ﬁgdﬁqga' readiness ‘to function in the mainstrean.

The reliadility of the teacher evdluations 1ig at present untbsted,
However, the lack of written objective criteria for thei:‘scoring
ralses suestions concerning their yge, ’

Thae :efigg;lity and validiev of the overall entry/exit process 1is questioned
)rom several perspectives. : : )

he teacher evaluarions make up 30 percent of the entry

Firsz, sinze
and 40 caercent of the exif score, problems with them gtronglvy affect
the 1l2dltv of the overall testing orocess.

-

Second, some teachers nad a disproportibnate&y large number of
students with cotal scores of 0. 4This suggzests that ac laast some of
the teachers are not implerentinl tha 1ssessment process at entry but
rather ire simply assigniag a J to scudents and placing’ them 1in the
inwast level of croficioncy. : i

, 19 .
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s Third, the standard errors of the tests are large (10 to 13 points:

. at entry, 6 to 7 at exit) relative to the range of s8cores associated

with placement in different instructional proficiency levels. This

problem is especially severe at’ "the secondary level where a standard

* error of this magnitude could alter a student's placement by as much
as two levels in either direction.

) Fourth, for a variety of reasons, including the complexity of the

- weighting procedure, the need to combine scores from the subtests,
and the difficulty of scoring the LAS, computational errors were

. found 1in over 30 percent of the scores. In a number of cases, these

’ ) errors led to students being placed in an instructional  level
different from that actually indicated by their score.

PROGRESS TO DATE

As a result of informal sharing of the study results with ESOL program
managers, the following changes have already taken place in the ESOL testing
program: C

) The LAS has been eliminated from entry and exit testing, resulting
in a time savings of approximately 1,500 student hours ~and !l,500
staff hours for the 1982-83 academic year alone.

0 A testing team has been formulated by the ESOL office to test all.
entering and exiting ESOL students. Prior to the 1982-83 school
yvear, this team approach 'was ‘tried on a pilot basis. Results of this
evaluation helped justiiy the need for: the team for the overall

.~ testing process. The use ,of the team will eliminate much of the
concerns associated with inconsistent test administration and scoring
as well as free more teacher and aide time for instruction.

© The Teacher Evaluations now contribute 30 percent oi the total
hattery scores, and the MEC 70 percent. Thus, the total score is now’
tased to a larger extentygop an instrument that is valid at least for
" MCPS ESUL population. .

] ‘Discussions have already begun among ESOL staff at all " ranks

©  concerning the discrepancy 1in performance of Hispanic and Asian

* students on the Exi: Teacher Evaluations. completed by classroom

« reachers. Plans are being made by both program acd DEA staff to
follow up on this finding. .

© e

I3 - -




RECOMMENDATIONS
The above steps provide tangible, solutions to many of the concérns raised
this report. The following recommendations address the remaining concerns:

o The Exit Teacher Evaluation' process needs further examination. As
it stands, 30 percent of ‘the student's exit score 1is based on
considerations not directly related to English language proficiency.
The philosophical 1issue of whether c¢lassroom performance can or
should override a student's opportunity to be mainstreamed from a
language program must be addressed. And, if it is decided that this

“performance 1is an important criterion for leaving the ESOL program,
the services provided to students need to be examined to assess their
adequacy in this area. -

A controlled reliability analysis 1is suggested for what remains of
the entry and exit batteries. Included in this analysis would be an
examination of the teacher evaluation instruments in light of their
objectivity and appropriateness for the purposes for which they are
used, a complete item analysis of the MEC with' a view towards.
possible elimination of some items, and a Rasch calibration ‘of items .
across grade and language proficiency levels.,

Every effort should be made to further reduce the measurement error
associated with -the entry and exit "batteries. As a short-term
solution, reduction of the number, of ESOL working levels in Grades
7-12 from five levels to three, thereby widening the range of scores
in each level, would offset the problem of unreliability of placement
of students in the - levels. Furthermore, since staff report that
combination classes are now frequently used becau3e there are not
.enough students at a siggle level to consti;ute an entire class, this
reduction in the nu er of levels would serve a practical’ purpese as
well. * .

The rewmainder of this document nts the detailed findings. The general
resulcs are contaired in the b3y of the text; the more technical information
sunporting these findings is presented in the footnotes and appendices. =

DETAILED FINDINGS

THZ STUDY SaMPLE

During the (930-81 academic year, 3.7462 students were enrolled in the ESOL
prograk for part or ail of the year. Normally, students are entry tested only
snce t> detarmine thefr fnitiai placement in the ESOL program and are . exit
testad only when they are considered as candidates for mainstreaming in a

’

students who participated in ?$OL classes’ at any
The maximum aumber enrolled at any pdint in time was




. O , . ' <
regular MCPS instructional. program. To provide the necessary data for this
study, however, all students who were enrolled in the ESOL progitam in the fall
of 1980 (2,593 students) were given the entry test battery. Similarly, all

students who were enrolled in the ‘ESOL program in the spring of 1981 (2,507

"students) were given the exit test battery regardless of their perceived

readiness for departure from ESOL. For purposesrof this study, .students who
had incomplete,, zero, or otherwise erroneous test batteries were eliminated
from the sample.” This left a total of 2;376 entry tests and 2,406 exit
tests, representing 63 percent and 64 percent, respectively, of the population
of students who were enrolled in the ESOL program for at least part of the
1980-81 academic year. Unless otherwise noteéd, the results reported in the
subsequent sections are based on this sample of students.

It should be stressed that this sample 1is more or .less” representative of

students enrolled in ESOL. during 1980-81, but is not representative ef the
smaller number of students who either entered the ESOL program for the first

time in the <£all of 1980 or exited from the ‘ESOL program in the spring of

1981. In fact, many students who are included in}, | this sample entered ESOL
prior ‘to 1980-8l, thus inflating the entry test score averages. over what would

be expected from true program entrants. Similarly, many students were exited

from ESOL prior to the end of the 1980-81 schogl year and were not part of the

sample included in the exit testing. Therefore, exit test score averages
obtained from this sample would be lower than those expected from bonafide

candidates for exit.

To facilitate comparisons among students’. average scores on the separate
tests, students’' scores ‘for some analyses were transformed into standardized
scores. For each test at each level (Grades X-2, 3-6, 7-8, 9-12), students’
original seores were rescaled into scores with a mean of zero and a standard

- deviation of one (known a5 Z scores). = Such a transformation yilelds scores

with the same mets‘c that can be straightforwardly compared without a loss of
original precision. :

&>

. Al

3. A student can receive a total entry or exit score of zero only if he/she
receives, zero- scores on each of the separate tests. In theory, this should

- occur only for students with no English language skills. Hewever, 187 (8

percent) of the students who were entry tested had total scores of zero. It
i{s suspected that at least some of these zero scores were erronecus for two
ressons. First, not all of the students with zero scores were in the
beginning ZSUL instructional levels at the time of testing. Second, some

2achers had a disproportionately larie number of students with zero scores,
suggest ng that at least some of the students were assighed across-the-board
zeros vather thdn being entry tested. Since it was impossible to separate the
erroneous total zeros from the valid ones, all students with zero total entry
scores were eiriminated from the analyses.

. Standardized 3cores are c¢omputed by subtracting the zrodp mean frenm each
student's raw score ané dividing that aumber dy the group standard deviatzion,
In this nmetric, Zor example, a gcore of 1.0 i3 equivalent to one standard
4

deviation above the mean, and a score of =1.5 13 equivalent o one and

gae-hall scandard daviations below the mean.




VALIDITY OF THE MEASURES

Three kind? of wvalidity were examined in this étudy: content validity,
concurrent validity, and construct validity. Procedures for assessinf’ these -
.are described briefly in the following:

o The analysis of content validity examined ‘the’ English language
. skills and competencies associated with high' performance on , the

- oo o . Goncurrent validity was established by comparing students'’

i performance on the instrument(s) to a predetermined standard <(e.g.,
performance on-an alternate instrument whose reliability and validity
are established).

) A comparison of students' erformance on the test{s) to the way
things are expected to operate in the. 'real world"‘'was used to
establish construct validity. Students' test scores, for . example,

" should improve as thgy'progrsss through the levels of ESOL/Bilingual

2 AR )
in%EFuct;on. . o~ A

" THE MEC " . :

The validity of the MEC was a major consideration singe it is a MCPS-developed
instrument that had not been subjected to the extensive reliability, validity,
ard norming analyses that are common for commercially developed instruments
prior to their wuse. The LAS, it will be recalled, is an instrumentfwhose
reliability and wvalidity as a measure of English language skills was
established on a national sample of . Hispanic students. The first step in
estab.ishing the validity of the MEC, then, was to compare students' MEC and
LAS" gscores. The study found that results obtained from MEC and LAS testing
were very similar for most groups of students,. which established the
:zcncurrent validity of the MEC for Hispanic students.
The cornstruct validity of the MEC was analyzed by charting students'
performance on the MEC as they progressed thrcugh the levels of ESOL/Bilingual
services. Students' p.acement in leveéls of English language instructiocn
_franging from beginning to advanced) 1s supposed to be determined by their

5. Cérrelaticns between the total LAS and totaL MEC scores ranged between .74
and .77 for entrvy ctesting vesults and between .56 and .77 for exlit tescing
:es'l s. Correlations »atween the LAS Total scores and MEC Listening/Speaxing
zores were of a comparable magnitude, while correlations between LAS Total

scores and the MEC Reading or Wwriting scores wera lower. This pattern' is°

. axpected since che LAS only measuras oral English skills.

'n addition, when the mean LAS and MEC scores at entry and exit were graphed

e TR 4 *{ana;. ! N ' . s - 3 )
5y ISOL instructional levels, the curves wete very similar for both tests, .
indicatinz equivalence of the measures for the groups tested. The correlation

ard graphical {indings bot“ support the zoncurrent validity of the  MEC (see

Figur2s 3-1 through 3=4 of Appendix B). :
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‘ ﬁhélish language proficiency. The study found that students' assignments to
levels of English language instructiqn were associated with their MEC scores;
that 1s, - the average MEC scores. for students within EsgL/Bilingual lev
increased for each level .from beginning to  advanced. - In addition,
students' MEC scores increased significantly over .a year's time in thé
ESOL/Bilingual program.’ Both sets of analyses uphold | the construct
validity of the MEC. . o P 8

Y " The primary emphasis of ESOL/Bilingual instruction varies somewhat by grade

- leveld and by lsve of English language profigiency. Instruction for
students in the primMary grades and those at beginning ESOL/Bilingual levels
emphasizes listening an§ speaking skills, whereas instruction for students who
are tore advanced in their English language skills and/or at higher grade
levels. emphasizes read: ng and writing skills. Scores obtained on €he MEC

- confirmed these expected differences; That is,. in the elemencary grades it
was found that there “were signiticanc differences betwegen beginning  and
intermediate students in the-listefifig and speaking sectiamsy--and Ndvanced and__ -
exited students dirTered significantly in reading and writing. By Gradef"
7-12, however, there was a shift with significant differences observed between

begirning and -intermediate students' reading and writing skills. No .
differences 1in skill level were found begween advanced and exited students- in-;
Grades 7-12 (see Figures; B-5 and B-6). These differential patterns of

increased . performance correspond to. differential emphases in ESOL/Bilingual
instruction, which provides further evidence for the content and construct
validicy cf the MEC..

finally, a sample| of 19§ native English-speaking sEudencs were tested on the
MEC in the spring of] 1982. Almost all of the students (97 percent) :

5., The one exception to this paccern is that students at Level 6 had a lower .
‘mean MEC K Reading score at entry than students at Level 5 in Grades 9—L2 For
Tore detall, again refer to rigures B-1 through B-4. . . N

7. This finding is based on an analysis of differences in entry and exit test
scores from the rfall of i980 and the spring of 1981 testing for the 38 percent
cof the main sampie who were errolled in the ESOL program at both points in
time,. eliminating students who had zero total scores at either testing. The
sains over the course of the 1980-8l vear were quite large, and statistically
signiiicart, for all of the MEC scores as well as the LAS and total scotgs.
across all grade levels. See Table 3-3 for details.

8. These results were obtained from a sample of 92 students enrol;ed "in ESOL
in the spring of 1982 or who had recently been exiced from ESOL classes. The
. students were selected at random to reptesent tire various levels of ESOL -
langu2z2 competency and to represent a variety of grades. The MEC Form A was
administered to bekinning and ince*mediacé students; while Torm B was given to
advanzaed and.enited students. Results werp not« ccupared across forms, :

5. These students were drawn from sevep schools reprasenting vary/gg.levc%sdﬂ“-=Mn~_
of average academic performAnce and were efjrolled in Grades | cthtough 8 and

1. They ware tested with Form A of c%e MEC. These students represent the
standard of English language competency against which the performance of ESOL
studenzs 1s compared, and therefore ch} should attain 3cores which would
cindicate no need of ESOL services. C

e

, e ’ ' \
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received total scores at or beyond ca}\ixic -leveltriterion” score (see Tahle’ : /\
B-4). Since ‘attainment  of cﬁé;h t-level criterion ingicates a sufficiently -k
advanced level of English langhage competency for performante in. the |
mainstream, ' this finding lends™ support to the concurrent and construct

validicy of the MEC. - o _ '7/* '

*/Z/
For all of che above reasons, che MEC max be considered c° be a valid measurg \ . B
of English languag_,skills for the MCPS ESOL/Bilingual Qppulacion. '

-

THE LAS - SR . - . ' - R ’

« : > - - r c
The\AS has been validated and normed on a national sample of Hispanic
studemdg, but its yglidity as a measure of English language proficiency for =~ .
speakers - her native languages has not been demonstrated. It is a test of e
receptive rand expressive oral language skills, and.thus provides no measure of ’
students' reading and -writing skills, which are equally \importanc for .
- effective functioning in regular classes. The emphasis on oral language_/also
may bias the test for certain language groups. It is alleged, for example, ;
-that some of the items requiring discrimination in pronunciation are biased T
against Asian students, whose natlve languages are based integrally on tonal
inflections. For these reasons, the content and construct validity of the LAS
as a test of general English language proficiency for. the MCPS ESOL/Bilingual
population is in question. -

[ - -t

The computation of total LAS scores is a complex process, 1nvolving conversion
of raw scores to table values in three decimal places-and hand computatién of
a total score in three decimal places. Many computational errors are made by
ESOL' teachers -and aides, resulting in scores which exceed the accepted score A
range. {In short, although correctly computed - LAS total scores may be .
reliable, the considerable amount of error that is introduced in practice in

the scoring process results in wunreliable measures. (See Appendix A for
details.) ‘ ‘

and the LAS are very similar (the correlations between LAS and MEC scores are
falrly high, ranging between .74 and .77 at entry and between -. 56 and .77 for
exit; again see Tabies B-1 and B-1)" A " comparison of aVerage MEC and , LAS"
scores, by grades and ESOL levels provides further evidence for the high degree
of overlap between the MEC and the LAS (see Table B-5). Across all grades and
levels of ESOL instruction, 'students' mean LAS and MEC scores were very
similar. It i3 apparent that the LaS provides very little information over o
ard above the results based on MEC testing. :

|
|
|
|
!
|
|
~ . N . . ( . .
F nallv, it has already been shown that individual students' scores on the MEC v

.

“hile <the LAS has been nationally validated and standardized on Hispanic
students, its use in across-the-board assessment of all ‘ESOL students 1is
juestisnable.  Addicticnaily, while considerable time 1is devoted to the
individual administration of the LaS, students' scores on the 'LAS comprise
only 10 perzent of their total sqores on the, entry/exit assessment battery.

oreover, the MEC has been found to be a valid measure of sctudents’ oral and o
~1‘::en Inglish language skills, and 4t assesses d broader demain,of skill o]
area than doesg the LAS. For thesé reaasons, the LAS is superfiuous in {the ESOL '
entrvoxit testing process. . ' A
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THE TEACHER EVALUATIONS ’ / g ] '/

Next tq~,;he——uscy—~zhg,‘En:zylzxitJuie valuatigns make the largest
N/(/;gg&riﬁﬁ?ion to. a scudenc's total entry or ex#t test score. (In 1980-81, the
. EC and cthe Teacher Evaluation made .a 60 petcent and 30 percent conCribution{p"

respectively, to students' total entry’ scores,and a 50 percent and 40 percent

contribution, respectively, to students' ptotal exit scores.) The , Entry
Teacher Evaluation Is“based on teacher ratings ‘of student performance on a -
structured interview 1in five separate areag.- The Exit Teacher Evaluationm, on

the other hand, 1s a scale of ratings ‘on; aspects of ' students' classroom
performance “such as- completeness and quality of work, "study skills, and work

. habits. Exit geacher ratings are averaged, across 4dll..teachers (ESOL and
non-ESOL) by student, whereas entry ratings are made only by the ESOL tedcher.

Analyses“\ghow that ~ chq perforpance ratings which comprise a major portion ,of

the Exit Tewcher Evaluation may be'affecting' the scores of some groups of

students moke than others. As a group, Hispanic students, for example,

generally obtdyin peérformance ratings from their teachers that -are lower than

their MEC scoxes, while Asian students tend to receive performaﬂie {acings .

that are higher San their MEC scores (dde FiFures B~7 through B-10). As 8 .
a

a result, Hispadic students tend 'to be fetained in ESOL/Bilingual classes
tonger than they wdgld if their exit .scores 'were -determined solely on the
basis of their M and LAS performance. Asian students, of the other hand,
* tend to leave ESOL clagses -with lower English\ranguage skills because teachers
percelive -their classf{oom performance in a morle positive light. Whether or not
these differences are Yeflected in performance| once the student is returned to
the mainstream setting is not known at this point. It is.clear, however, that
combining the language jnd performance scores into one Score at exit obscures
these profile differences and may be leading to ‘'indppropriate decisions
regarding whether or not the student is ready t function in the mainstréam
classrocm, , \ ) '

These findings call to the fore some fundamendfl issued regarding the teacher *°
evaluacions, especially the format used for exit) testing. Specifically, , the
inclusion of classroom performance {tenms on\ ‘the exit evaluation raises i
critical questions concerning the goals of the ESOL/Bil'ingual program. Is the
prpgram intended to affect student- déveloomenY and cllassroom. performance as
well as language proficiency? And, 1if 1t 4s, \are thje services that are
prkvided app*opriace for addressing such- pe-formaace gaal ? .

P o e -
Firhlly, it must %e . mentioned that it 15 not nown how reliable the ratings o
arep, either at entvv cr exit, as no objeckive benaviora. criteria are provided . 3

10. | More specifically, average standardized scores on the MEC total from exit
tesqing and the Exit Teacher Evaluation were calculated for Asian and Hispanic ’
students by grade levels and levels of ESOL instruction With the exception
Level # students 1in Grades 7-3 and 9-12, Asian students' cean MEC totals
alwavs lower than their mean Exit Teacher Evaluation totals, For
Hispdnic students, there were no anajer differences - Setween mean ¥EC and
. Teaghar Zvaluation zgtals at the lower E50L léevels, bug at., the more advanced - .
'*u €30L  levels acress grades, students' mean Exit Teacljer Evaluation tocals were

“genferally lower than their mean MEC totals.~ Thesg tesults are shown in
Tgures B-7 threugh 3-10. y :
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for the assignment of ratin s.. Thus,’ it is not known whether ratings prpduced ol

by  different teﬁchers would be equivalent as regards. either language:
ptoficlency or be avior. o T ' R i

| T ) . .
’ In.summary; the . Entry Tesacher Evaluation probably -.introduces a ‘source of
unreliability into.the entry“F®sting process, and the Exit Teacher Evaluation
reduces. the validity of. the ex1t asséssment procedure as a measure of Engl;sh
language proflciency.. : e v :

i T . E : . 3

VALIDITY OF THE OVERALL ENTRY/EXIT TESTING PROCESS :
The studyvalso examined theléalidltyvof the total scores on the entry and exit.
“test battertes, - particularly in. terms of their usefulness for purposes of

. assigning ' students to levels of "ESOL instructlon and determining'.their o '*1{u
’read1ness for terminatlon of ESOL services. - o c e

The problems discussed aBove, eSpecially those concerning the teacher:
evaluations, clearly affect the usefulness of the overall .entry/exit testing :
process, - 'In .addition, hoWever, there are three ‘other sources of Weakness ‘that--
challenge the reliabilrtv and validity of the overall. procedure.. ) S
First, one problem with the reliabllity of the entry testing process is that a T
relatively 1arge proportion  of the total entry test scores were. zero (8.

percent). It is- possible for students with absolutely ' no English 1anguage _(l-':

skills to obtain.total entry scores'of zero; yet this figure seems.excessively
- large. An analysis of enptry- test scores assdigned by indiv1dual .teachérs’
showed that _same teachers had a dlsproportionately large number of students -
with "total ‘scores of zero, suggesting that -at least some of the zero entry
scdres. may be attributable to a practice of nontesting at. entry on. the part of .
some teachers. .This practice, if it occurs, reduces the reliability of the
entry‘testing process. : : SR o :
: L IS . & « . . ‘ 4'» g -
Second, there is also reason to believe that the measurement ..errors -of both
entry and exit total- batteries .are large. The Standard deviations of’ “the
total scores are large (see Table B~6). If we assume that 'the . total score
reliability is' 1in the neighborhood of .8 (a fairly “high re11ability
coefiicient- for tests of these types), then the standard ®errors of 'measurement
range from 10 to 13 points for the entry total scores and from 6 to 7 points
for,the exit total scores:(see Table B=6). 'These numbers are large relative
to the - range of ' scores associated with placement in specific  ESOL
instructional'levels {see Table B~ 7) ; '
CA standard error;qr 10 means that, upon retest ing, approximately ‘one-third of
-the students would be expected to obtain scores more than 10 points hi?her or
lower than their orlginal scores: purely by dhance.‘ .For secondary schooly
students, where a student could be assigred to any one of five levels, score
variations of this magnl ‘ude could altér a studeat"s entry ESOL placement by -
as zuch as two levels-if either. dirgetion. This suggests that. the total test
score disgriminates poorly for purposes of establishing ‘placement levelg that
dl fer in terms or Erglish 1anguage pro ficiency, for. students in Grades 7-12.

ror all - of the above teasons. a student vho is reassessed on the test battery
. would be 'almost as likely: £o be placed in a different- ESOL/Bilingual placement
- level as the same ,ome due to sources of, unreliabllity and invalidity. 4in the .

tocal _escing process rather,than to students English_language competency.

4

N oo : .




(, a.

K 'Third,_ for a variety of reas¢ns, including the 'complexity "of the weighting,
procedure,, the need to combine scores from' the subtests, and the difficulty of

. scoring the LAS, computational errors were found in over 30 percent . 6f the

' scores. In a number of cases, these errors led to students being placed in an
instructional level different from that actually indicated by their score.-

-

_+Thus, the overall entry/exit assessment procedure has ‘some critical -wéaknesses * ,
and needs improvement before it can be considered a reliable and valid tool - E
for either’ assigning students to ESOL/Biliggual instructional levels or
determining whether a.student may Teturn to the mainstream. - L

."-P
c e | ACCOMPLISHMENTS TO DATE
ST . :
~ Based upon the informal sharing of preliminary evaluatlon findings with the
ESOL7Bilingual -program managers, ‘several substantial changes which will
greatly enhance the ESOL/Bilingual testing process have diready .been made. To :
-~ reiterate: : _ B K
. . . » "
o The LAS has been eliminated from entry and exit testing, resulting ’
. in*"a time Savings of approximately 1,500 student ‘hours and 1, 500
staft hours for the 1982~-83 academic year, alone.
0 A ‘testing team has been formulated by .the ESOL office . This ' team _ V%
will conduct all ESOL testing for the 1982-83 year.  The ®%e of
" the team will eliminate much of the concerns associated, with
inconsistent test administration and scoring  as well as free more
teacher and aide time for instruction. :
. f o _ o ; ' S e
¢ " The Teacher Evaluations now contribute 30 percent of the total *.
« : battery ' scores, and the MEC 70 percent. Thus, the total score.1s now
based to a larger extent on an instrument that is valid at “least . for
. the MCPS ESOL population. : ' :
- Y . ’ ‘ ' -, .
o Discussions have aiready begun among ESQL staff .at all ranks. ;
P goncerning the discrepancy in performance. - assigned te Hispanic and D
. Asian students on the Exit Teacher ?valuatiOn by classroom teachers. o
Plans are being made by both program and DEA starrv to tollow _up on t
this rinding : : v : . '
DEA..WilL -ontinue' to “wor<' cl osely with the ESOL/Bl‘ingual Division in the
‘conduct of their program evaluat: on. Additional dctivities,.which are planned ° -
to start in the 1982-83 school yea » include a follow~-up evaluation.oft former
£S0L studen who were mainstxeaﬁed into regular MCPS glasses. It is
suggestad hat future activities also include the recommendations contained in-
this document for rurtqer StLd' of the test batteries. o
> 11. This taam has been ooerating' cn a pilot sasis- for approximatelv twovlj‘ ";;,a‘
" vears, Findings included in this *e,o*t helped suostantiate tne need for this ’
team in all sen antry anc exir testing. ‘ _ S T
i ’ B - . . . . ‘
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i THE ESOL TESTING PROCESS

THE ESOL TESTS

Four-different instrumeénts are used in the ESOL Entry and Exit Teacher

assessment = process: the Language Assessment Scale (LAS), published and

standardized by Linguametrics Group the Minimum English Competency Test (MEC)
* <deVeloped in MCPS; a teacher evaluation of student language- proficiency

(structured interview) utilized at entry; and a teacher checklist of ‘student.

performance. utilized at exit. Both cteacher inscruments were developed in
MCPS. Exhibit A-1 illustrates these tests, the skills they assess, and the
levels and forms available. : : . : .

ks

Examination of Exhibit A-1l indicaCes chat only one of the four measures, the

MEC, may be administered in a group setting,’ although it is usually

individually administered. The MEC 1is primarily multiple’ choice. The. LAS.
must be individually administered since it assesses.  .solely receptive and -

produccive language. It 1is time consuming to adminiscer and for chis reason
is not favored by many teachers. '

-

The ceacher evaluation used at entry 1s a structured interview and is

individually administered.' The results " are somewlat subjective since the

teacher rust rate the student's periormance in five aspects of English usage

on a six-poinc racing scale from beginning language skills to native speaker,

The ceacher evaluaCion used at exit testing is a checklisc of performance
completed by the student's ESOL and non~ESOL teachers. (The three instruments
illustrated above are administered or completed solely by ESOL teachers or
aides.) At exit, all of the student's teachers rate him/her on eight -aSpec:s
of behavior, of which only the first five are included in the student's exit
score (see Exhibit A-1l). Ratings assigned by all the teachers are averaged
into one score- per behavior area, thus producing scores that are less
dependenc on the subjeccive evaluation of a particular teacher than is’ the
case at entry testing. ' ‘ '

Al

v
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ability to communicate
'w{;h pecrs, teacher's { ¥
prediction of Lhe -‘(c)
student's likelihood '

of success in school
without further ESOL/
Bilingual services /

a

31

v \- ‘\

(a) While two-forms exist, they are not parallel.

Q cutry and exit, and some use Form B,

]: KClhec e

skills are included in total score computation. _
mEEErhese skills are not included in total score compntation. ©

.

1 .
_Some teachers use Form A for

BEST"“"JF“.JMI.ABLE

_— L .. EXHIBIT A-} i
.o ESOL Eniry ad Exlt‘Tesn'Iqsttumeuts v { .
. - ' 4
T - ~Adminis- Grade Form . Form - i
* S : g . tration _Levels  Used at Used at
Instrument - Skills Assessed __Type Asgesgsed Entry Exit
Langu: mal Sound b Tudividual - (a) (a)
RTTRUITS ‘Minimal sound pairsy Individual K6 A,B A,B*.
Assessment lexical, phonemcs, . ' 7-12 -
Scale ‘comprehension, oral N o -
production ‘
Miu i mum English Listening, speaking Individual K-2 A B
(.ompctc,ncy v . or group T ) '
Test Listening, speaking, Individuwal ©  3-6
o ~ reading, writing . or group 7-8
' ‘ 9-12
. Teacher - ‘ Pronunciatfon, " Iadividual K-12 - NA
Evaluation . grammar, vocabulary, » (structured ' )
(Entry) fluency, comprehension interview) ' ,
Teacher Rate of lﬁarning, ) Individual K-12 (?A . -
Evaluatfon academic performance, (teacher . _
(Exit) work/study habits and checklist) P )
motivation, complete~- F (b) : ’
ness and timeliness
of work, class paiti— .
‘ . cipation - J N )
Abiliry to communicdte} :
with the teacher,




THE SCORING PROCESS

Each of the four instruments has its own scoring algorithm. Exﬁibit'A-Z
illustrates the processes by which subscale scores are obtained, and .

Exhibit A-3 shows final computations for the LAS, MEC, Entry/Exit Teacher
Evaluations, and total score. I ) '

It may be noted that the LAS, which initially ‘produces a maximum total score

_of 101 at Grades‘k;6 and 95 at Grades 7-12; contributes on}y 10 percent of the
total score upon which ESOL program placement 1is based. The MEC, which
produces .a maxigum total score of 40 at Grades K~2, 100 at Grades 3«6, 130 or

180 at Grades 7-8", and )80 at Grades 9-12, contributes .60 percent of the '

. total placement scores Finallyz‘ the teacher evaluations, ' which produce
maximum total scores of 30 and 132 at entry and ex%t,'respectively, contributse
30 percent of their respective total scores. Thus, 1t may be concluded

that a student's placement in the ESOL continuum of services is largely
influenced by performance on the MEC and by Entry/Exit Teacher.Evaluation.

‘ PROGRAM PLACEMENT o

L4

Program placement 1s determined primarily by the student's total score on the

ESOL entry or exit test battery. However, the ESOL teacher is -empowered to
adjust the student’s placement level up or down either if it is believed that
the test results are inaccurate or if otHer factors, such as student behavior
or, motivation, are considerations. Exhibit A-4 displays the placement levels
and score rdnges utilized 1in the provision of ESOL/Bilingual services in:
MCPS. Students 1in Crades K-2 have two working levils im ESOL into which they

may be placed, students in Grades 3-6 have three workﬂgg levels, and students .

in Grades 7-12 have iive levels. ‘
- .

« e .

P

1°\\See the column labeled "Raw Score Maximum"‘inwﬁxﬁggif A-2.

: - S
2. 130 at entry, 180 at exit. .. Jﬁj*~”4:*" .

q . 5
3.  In 1980-81, the MEC concributed 50 percent of ‘the total-exit score. This’

was changed to 60 percent in 1981-82. ‘ e

4. The Exit teacher evaluation contributed 40 percent of the total exit score
in 1380-81. This was changed to 30 percent in 1981-82. ' :

» i

|

-
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4 ) [y
‘ EXHISIT a-2
Scoring of ESOL Zntry and Exic Inscrucencs
‘ - Raw . — Convertad
- ’ Score Conversion " Score .
ingcrunans  Srades Subzesc Maxious Algorichm Maxioux
Language L-h Minizal sound paicss 30 Table lookup of raw score .125
Assessaenc - Laxical 20 Table lookup of raw score .125
e ) Scals Phoneazes 6 ' Table lookup of raw score 28
Sentance N
somprehension 10 Table lookup of raw score .125 -
. . Jral production M Rating scale of six itema,
. ‘ rated -5, then averaged. .
_ , Scors converted by table lookup. .5
. - -
Language “-il Mintzal sound patcs 24 A Same a3 K-6 7 - 125
49383137402 Laxical 0 Same as X-H w12
3iale Phonenes ., Same as £-5 128
Comprarension 10 Same as K-§ .125
, Jral produccion 5. Same a3 k-4 .5
. “finisum f=2 Lisceaing L3 »x  Listening x 2.5 = Lis:enini 7.
Zaglisn Liscening/ speaking - 10} - {Liscening/speaking + Speaking) 62.5
lampactency Speaking \"’ L& ¥ x 2.3 = Speaking :
- Tasc X : . :
. : . - 35 Liscaning : 11:5 Hone . L5
- Liazening/speaking ke '.3} Liscening/speaking + 3peaxiag 28
- Spesxing g 1§l = Speaking .
aading - None L I
Weiting el 5 None: i F3 I
, , T3 Listaning 20 Listening ' .5 = Liscening 10
pesring b)) None. 2
. Veading 3¢-Zntry  Resdiag x .6 _ 30
. . 60-Zxiz * Resding % .5 Peading ,
writing C. «0«Zacz: Mone Wt e dm -
. 30-gxte " Writing x .5 riciag “0 \ J
. 7=i2- Ligstenlng , b Listeatng ¢ .5 « Liscening : ‘ ’
. Soearing o 20 None i
. Pasting kD] Reading % .5 = aading 10
i . arizing 30 driiing ¢ .5 e drizing a9
- Tan:itar -.. 2 ] lione L]
 le.aiiin 3 ) nene 5
e " None A 3 |
H b ona .o . 4 '
“ 5 Nena . 6 .
) P ERLIN T faze »f lsactptng 32 Average across all zaacharcs 32
Tealaatiin Aseleni: pardoragnce ed Averags #c:iss ail Zea:zhary <0
Tk 22 Averaizs a:r3ss si. ‘eashers 22 .
‘ . - 3 Averdge a3rass all seazhers 8
- e r: 3 Average 1cCTIss all :aachels - 3 -
A %2 ’ f .
. S 3 Noe :rmpucted ] . -
F3.L2%7 23 ilmmunie N .
. ©ozate with ceers 3 Not computed ) )
. Teainer’s praciisian .
2d siczass winnaue i
237 3 N3t 13mDuted 3
5 | 33 .
9
’ ~ ) . i
. - , '0 e , jal
‘. . &dI Dﬁu. uMUiBlI
O ‘ . LN < . -
IEMC ‘ ;'. “+ 7 "
.




EXUIBIT A-3 -

.

Computation Algorithms for Total Score

-

v CAssessment Haximun
Grades Time -~ Score Type Algorithm ,V —Score
K-12 " Entryftixic  Las‘® o (.125+.125+.125+,125+.5) x 10 10
K-2 Entry MEC . a (Liétentng+8peak1ng) x”7.6 60
312 Entry MEC = (listcning*bpeakln5+Reading .
. +Writing) x . 60
K-12 Entry Tgacher = [No conversion necessary) 30
Evaluation -
K-2 Exit MEC = (Listening+Speaking) x .5 SO(b),v
3-12 Exic | MEC = (Listening+Speaking+Reading (b
. +Writing) x .5 - 50
. , T
K-12 Exit Teacher ~ = (Rate learn, + acad. perf. + v
Evaluation work/study skills + completeness (c) -
, - + class particip.) x .4 40
K-12 En(ry/Exi; TOTAL a  LAS + MEC + Teacher Evald;tion 100
- i . L4 W".‘ .. =

C(a) 125 and .
(b) Weighting
(¢c) Metphting

.S are maximum table lookup scores.
tuctor was changed to .6 for 1981-82 year.
tactor was changed to .3 for 1981-82 year.

Py




EXHIBIT A-4

L

ESOL/Bilingual Placement Levels as Determined
By Entry/Exit Test Scores

\
v e Entry/Exit Test
Grades - Level Description : Score Range _
K-2 - 1 Beginning ' 0- 54 ’
L2 Intermediate 55- 74 - :
6 No ESOL 75-100 - -
3-6 1 Beginning ’ 0- 54
2 Intermediate 55- 74
3 Advanced ' 75- 84
6. No ESOL : 85-100
7-12 1 Low Beginning 0- 40
2 High Beginning © 414755
3 Low Intermediate 56- 64
4 High Intermediate 65~ 74
5 Advanced - . . 15- 84 -
6 No ESOL , 85-100 o
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TABLE B-1

Pairwise Correlations Between LAS- and MEC Entry Score;

Score Pairs Grades K-2 ' Grades ‘3-6 Grades 7-8 Grades 9-12 oo
. LAS Total.with MEC Total W74 - AT . .75 : .74 - -
' LAS Total with MEC 'Listening .74 .78 W71 - o713
and Speaking Combined . : ' y .
. LAS*Total with MEC Reading /-* .66 .69 .70
" LAS Total with MEC Writing - .66 Y 2 T -3
. Number of Students i Sample 725 635 242 587

*In.Grades K—Z‘the.MEC contains“only Listening and Speaking.

TABLE B-2

. Pairiwise Correlations Between LAS and MEC Exit Scores
Score Pairs Grades K-2 Grades 3-6 Grades 7-8 - Grades 9-12
LAS Total with MEC Total 73 .56 .64 W77
* LAS Total with MEC Listening .73 .59 . .70 SLoe12
and Speaking Combined _ . o , - -
LAS Total with MEC Reading ~* 'Y B .56 .70
- LAS Toyal with MEC Writing - .47 .50 .. .65
.- .4 Nugber of Students in Sample 828 716 262 . 593
*In Grades K-2 the MEC contains only Listening and Speakinéf . - L

589 | B . ’




TABLE B-3-

~

T-Tests of Significance of Entry to Exit Gains for Students with Nonzero
Entry and Exit Total Scores

-

Mean. Mean
P Entry Exit Mean _ : ' o
Grades -~ Measure Score  Score Gain T DF__ Probability .S
K-2 MEC Listening and - ‘ T : :
Speaking and MEC ' o L
Total 19.1 31.6 - 12.3 30.6 476 .000 _ L
LAS - 4,6 7.1 2.5 23.3% 476 .000 1
- Total Battery 45.9 - 70,7 24.8 26.2 476 .000 .
3-6 MEC Listening and ’ . . T
Speakfng 24,2 35.1 10.9 22,7 423 .000
+  MEC Reading 12.0 . .~ 25.1 13.1 29.5 423 - 000, .-
MEC Writing 8.5. 15.6 7.1 21.5 423 .000
MEC Total 44.6 75.7 31.1 30.1 423- .000
LAS 5.5 7.8 2.3 20.8 ' 423 »000
Total Battery 45.9 70.3 *24,4 23,1 423 .000
7-8 MEC Listening and - -
Speaking 14.4 20,1 5.7, 12.7 138 .000
MEC Reading 13.2 19.7 6.5 12.4 138 .000
MEC Writing 15.7 23.9 8.2 10.0 138 .000
"MEC Total °* 43.4  63.9 °20.5 13.7. 138 ~000
LAS 5.0 7.1 2.1 12.1 138 .000
Total Battery 44.2 64.2 20.0 13.2 138 . .000

9-12 MEC Listening and /
. Speaking 14.0 19.1 5.1 18.4 353 .000 -
MEC Reading - 15,7 20.7 5.0 17.2 - 353 .000
MEC Writing 19.4 25.8 6.4 15.9 353 .000
MEC Total - 49.2 65.7 16.5 22,7 353 .000
LAS 5.0 7.1 2.1; 18.0 353 000 o
. ‘Total Battery 47.2 66,2 19.?{ 23.3 353 000 /7 Vo




y ,
: ., TABLE B-4 v |
. X . X )
Results of MEC Testing of Native English-speaking Students
Grades ' 4Gra‘des‘ . Grades Grades )
Total , K-2 326 7-8 9-12" -
Score Range N % N Z " .N 4 N 4 N X '
, o ' . '
Less than8? 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
80-84° g 2 1 1 4 10"
' '85-89° 15 8 3Iv 7 3 3 6 15 3 12
- 90-94¢ 52 27 8 18 25 29 9 23 10 * 38
95—].00c 122 62 31 70 57 66 21 53 13 50
(a) Failing scotre at all grade levels.
(b) P‘assi'hg score for Graudes K-2; failing at all other grade levels.
(c) Passing score at all grade levels, ' '
i ] v y - . ,
)' 1
;
i
’ \
. / a :
/e | )
- / "
. i / 1
fz e
. . 1‘
’ o e




.

Grades Instrument (No ESOL)

K-2. LAS . ! .ég 1.00 co L1l o
MEC .65  1.13 CoLnes
Teacher Evaluation .56 l.20 . . LS50 e

 Total .66 1.20 R 1.38 - .- :

Number of Students

205 150 .t s

. R
3-6  LAS .55 ~ .85 . . . 106 T
B MEC ' o 74 .«61 1.09 v L.41
‘ , Teacher Evaluacion 64 . .54 1501 ' ' 1.46
Total .72 .61 1.09 . 1.46 -

Number of Studegks - 289 215 95 , 3 -
| / : e |
, '7-8  LAS & ////‘ - .62 .15 .53 .86 .99  l.l4 -,
: = MEC - .81 26 .68 .95 1.23 1.5 - e
Teacher Evaluation - .80 .06 .57 .82 1.07 1.77 o R
Total - - :79 .22 .70 .98  .1.25 1.67 s

{ ~.

Number of Studencs 87 54 s - 35 14 8
e | . L

9-2 LAS - ' =" .82 - .31 A7 .77 S W91 1.18
R MEC -1.05 - .17 .43 - .83 1.12 7 119
Teacher Evaluation - 1.00 .27 .40 76 1.16 . 1.72

Total 1.07 45 7 .86 1.19 °  1.44, o

]
-
N
w

Number of Students 149 140 124 15 84 . 15

\
.~ *Proficiency Levels: _ ‘ ) : . .
F=2: l=Beginning; 2=Intermediate; 3=Unknown (chere should ‘be no‘Level 3, .

students in grades K-2, yet 75 were included in the eptry test

. ) population). ‘ o'
hl B 3-h: |=Beginning; 2=Intermediate; 3=Advanced. _ : -
7-12: l=Low beginning;  2=High bcginning, 3slow. intermediate; 4=High

intermediate; S5eAdvanced. < 4 oL *
»
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0.' ": ‘ . ¢ . ~ S . . ' LS "
P ' o . , T .
e ,. B " S R S ,,] ol i
. . “'TABLEB-G TR SRS e
. ) ‘LJ. . . . . . ‘ .
Standard Deviations and Standard Errors of Measurement . R
. ~—z2 .. - Of Entry and Exit Togal Scores by "Grade Levels IO ;
ro ::. A e o !
- - L T, ST : . o
S Entry e R _ Exite

.. Btandard Standard Error* _"Standard, _ ~Standard Error* e
j‘ Grade“ - .vDeviation :.of Measurement " _ KDeviation . of Measurement.v-_ .

. Re2 - L 28.8° 7 0 13.0- 0 . 16.0 T

36 282 o 12u7 L 15.5 v 7.
6
6

.y

2
v ’ 7-8 o ‘ ‘ 25‘6 T . o 11-5 e L 1500 be '.‘(. . 08" i -”v . .
L 9412 ‘ 2204 T T e, 1001 T clAG - BT e

23

-

*The'standard errors of measurement are,eomputed on the basis af an assumed; I
--‘total' dgcore reliability of .8. 1f the true total scoEe reliability is lower,'
" the-. standard ‘errors: of measurement “would - be . _larger. - The ~ formula  ‘is

SEMsSDY 1-T ‘Where SEM=Standard Error of Measurement, SD=Standard Deviation,ij,
and r=Re1iabiLity Coefficient. . . :

L, N
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. TABLE B-7 -

v ESOL/Bilingual Placement Levels as Determined

. o By Entry/Exit Test Scores c o : e }f?
. . ~ . R ) B

- - - Aild - . S “ C ‘ N ."‘:v o 4
N

e N T Entry/Ex'it: Test ™ i

‘Grades : Level - Descrip;ion, S B “Score. Range B

» ' » vBeginning'" L o 0- 54.-/

¢ Intermédiate Ly - 55 74 _ IR
No ESOL . = L 75-100 . A

~
t

[28]

—

1
oMo

1 , Beginning. - - . 0-.54 . .~ ]

2 Intermediate. =~ ¢ .. St 85-74 - o el

3 . ‘Advanced T . 75~ 84 , ST

6 " No ESOL B : o '85-100 / ’fjffi'

‘7-12 1 Low Beginning" E o 0=-400 T
- 2 High Beginning - 41- 55, S
3 -~ Low Intermediate . ., ~36~-64 . -

L4 - . High Intermediate '~ =~ =~ = 65~ 74 3 :
5 ) ‘Advanced ;o o 75~ 84 o
6 No ESOL .. . ., . 85-100 »

&
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